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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 

- 


Oklahoma Rebellion 

By Walter E. Williams 

One of the unappreciated 
casualties of the War of 1861, 
erroneously called a Civil War, was its 
contribution to the erosion of 
constitutional guarantees of state 
sovereignty. It settled the issue of 
secession, making it possible for the 
federal government to increasingly run 
roughshod over Ninth and 10th 
Amendment guarantees. A civil war, by 
the way, is a struggle where two or more 
parties try to take over the central 
government. Confederate President 
Jefferson Davis no more wanted to take 
over Washington, D.C., than George 
Washington wanted to take over 
London. Both wars are more properly 
described as wars of independence. 

Oklahomans are trying to 
recover some of their lost state 
sovereignty by House Joint Resolution 
1089, introduced by State Rep. Charles 
Key. 

The resolution's language, in 
part, reads: "Whereas, the Tenth 
Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States reads as follows: 'The 
powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor 
prohibited by it to the States, are 
reserved to the States respectively, or to 
the people.'; and Whereas, the Tenth 
Amendment defines the total scope of 
federal power as being that specifically 
granted by the Constitution of the United 
States and no more; and whereas, the 
scope of power defined by the Tenth 
Amendment means that the federal 
government was created by the states 
specifically to be an agent of the states; 
and Whereas, today, in 2008, the states 
are demonstrably treated as agents of 
the federal government. ... Now, 
therefore, be it resolved by the House of 
Representatives and the Senate of the 


2nd session of the 51st Oklahoma 
Legislature: that the State of Oklahoma 
hereby claims sovereignty under the 
Tenth Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States over all powers not 
otherwise enumerated and granted to 
the federal government by the 
Constitution of the United States. That 
this serve as Notice and Demand to the 
federal government, as our agent, to 
cease and desist, effective immediately, 
mandates that are beyond the scope of 
these constitutionally delegated 
powers." 

Key's resolution passed in the 
Oklahoma House of Representatives 92 
to 3, but it reached a bottleneck in the 
Senate. Key plans to reintroduce the 
measure when the legislature 
reconvenes. 

Federal usurpation goes 
beyond anything the Constitution's 
framers would have imagined. James 
Madison, explaining the constitution, in 
Federalist Paper 45, said, "The powers 
delegated ... to the federal government 
are few and defined. Those which are to 
remain in the State governments are 
numerous and indefinite. The former will 
be exercised principally on external 
objects, [such] as war, peace, 
negotiation, and foreign commerce. ... 
The powers reserved to the several 
States will extend to all the objects 
which, in the ordinary course of affairs, 
concern the lives, liberties, and 
properties of the people." Thomas 
Jefferson emphasized that the states 
are not "subordinate" to the national 
government, but rather the two are 
"coordinate departments of one simple 
and integral whole. ... The one is the 
domestic, the other the foreign branch of 
the same government." 

Both parties and all branches 
of the federal government have made a 
mockery of the checks and balances, 


separation of powers and the republican 
form of government envisioned by the 
founders. One of the more disgusting 
sights for me to is to watch a president, 
congressman or federal judge take an 
oath to uphold and defend the United 
States Constitution, when in reality they 
either hold constitutional principles in 
contempt or they are ignorant of those 
principles. State efforts, such as 
Oklahoma's, create a glimmer of hope 
that one day Americans and their 
elected representatives will realize that 
the federal government is the creation of 
the states. A bit of rebellion by officials 
in other states will speed that process 
along. 

-Creators.com July 16, 2008 

In “the Best Interest of the 
Child” 

The main reason why courts 
prefer a "primary custodial parent" [as 
opposed to shared custody by divorced 
parents] is because of the money 
received by the state under 45 CFR 
(312, I believe) as a percentage of child 
support, which in some states includes 
"spousal" support. 

NOTE: If Britney Spears pays 
her ex-husband Kevin $20,000.00 per 
month in child support, the California 
court that issues the order receives 
$2,000.00 per month under 45 CFR 
[CSEP], By the way, that is $24,000.00 
per year — for as long as she pays him 
... and the court has nothing further to 
do. 

Financial incentives to the 
states is in the $Billions (with a "B") 
annually. These billions do not benefit 
children or custodial spouses. 

Please do not bore me with 
judges decisions "in the best interests of 
the child". To the best of my knowledge, 
THERE IS NO SUCH LEGAL 
STANDARD DEFINED IN ANY STATE. 







My efforts to have a judge produce a 
definition "for the record" have always 
been DENIED. Most will not even 
discuss the "parameters" to be 
considered in their DECISIONS. 

The alleged "best interest" 
cliche is merely a term of art to permit 
unfettered "judicial discretion" where no 
law exists, i.e., cannot be contested on 
appeal. 

Arguments to the contrary are 
welcome. Please support them with a 
'statute' or even a court rule that 
DEFINES "best interest of the child". 
Any state law or quasi-law will be 
accepted. 

- from the AMOJ forum July 29, 2008 

GPS Ankle Bracelets “for the 
concern of the children” 

SAN ANTONIO, Texas - Court 
authorities here will be able to track 
students with a history of skipping 
school under a new program requiring 
them to wear ankle bracelets with 
Global Positioning System monitoring. 

"We are at a critical point in our 
time where we can either educate or 
incarcerate," said Linda Penn, a Bexar 
County justice of the peace, linking 
truancy with juvenile delinquency and 
later criminal activity. "We can teach 
them now or run the risk of possible 
incarceration later on in life. I don't want 
to see the latter." 

Penn said students in the 
program will wear the ankle bracelets 
full-time and will not be able to remove 
them. They'll be selected as they come 
through her court, and Penn will target 
truant students with gang affiliations, 
those with a history of running away and 
skipping school and those who have 
been through her court multiple times. 

"Students and parents must 
understand that attending school is not 
optional," Penn said. "When they fail to 
attend school, they are breaking the 
law." 

But Terri Burke, executive 
director of the American Civil Liberties 
Union of Texas, said requiring students 
to wear the GPS bracelets full-time 
raises privacy concerns. "We're all for 
keeping kids in school, and we applaud 
any efforts to make that happen," Burke 
said. 

Asked specifically about 
privacy concerns, Penn said she didn't 
have a comment. But, she added, her 
priority is "looking for the good of 
making these children accountable ... it's 
for the concern of these children getting 
an education. 

-AP, August 23, 2008 

(i 


Ed.: isn’t it reassuring that 

gang bangers will be kept in public 
school classrooms? And isn’t the public 
school system itself a wonderful 
institution, graduating students who after 
12 years of "education” can read at the 
4th grade level? As to truants and 
runaways, they definitely need to be 
“locked down” in school with no chance 
to escape the system or abusive 
families. Huck Finn, you were lucky to 
have been born when you were. 

North American Union on Hold 
for Now? 

The Security and Prosperity 
Partnership of North America is dead, 
says Robert A. Pastor, the American 
University professor who for more than 
a decade has been a major proponent 
of building a North American 
Community. 

"The new president will 
probably discard the SPP," Pastor wrote 
in an article titled "The Future of North 
America," published in the July/August 
issue of the Council on Foreign 
Relations magazine Foreign Affairs. 

The SPP, which critics contend 
is a step toward a North American 
Union, is an agreement to increase 
cooperation on security and economic 
issues signed by the leaders of the U.S., 
Mexico and Canada in 2005. Despite 
having no authorization from Congress, 
the Bush administration launched 
extensive working-group activity to 
implement the agreement. The working 
groups - ranging from e-commerce, to 
aviation policy, to borders and 
immigration - have counterparts in 
Mexico and Canada. 

Pastor attributes the failure of 
SPP to its bureaucratic nature and the 
decision policy makers made to keep 
SPP below the radar of public opinion. 

Pastor blames critics for the 
failure of the SPP, charging it has come 
under attack from both ends of the 
political spectrum. 

"From the right have come 
attacks based on cultural anxieties of 
being overrun by Mexican immigrants 
and fears that cooperation with Canada 
and Mexico could lead down a slippery 
slope toward a North American Union," 
he wrote. "From the left came attacks 
based on economic fears of jobs lost 
due to unfair trading practices." 

Pastor denied he had ever 
urged the creation of a North American 
Union. 

"Lou Dobbs, among others, 
viewed a report by a 2005 Council on 
Foreign Relations task force (which I 


chaired), 'Building a North American 
Community,' as the manifesto of a 
conspiracy to subvert American 
sovereignty," he asserted. "Dobbs 
claimed that the CFR study proposed a 
North American Union, although it did 
not." 

Pastor has argued consistently 
for a "North American Community," as 
suggested by the title of his 2001 book 
Toward a North American Community. 

Pastor argued the two were 
different in that North American 
Community would involve "three 
sovereign governments that seek to 
strengthen bonds of cooperation." 

Despite the SPP setback, 
Pastor remains determined to advise a 
different approach to his continued goal 
of integrating the U.S., Mexico and 
Canada into a North American 
Community. 

To correct the defects of the 
SPP bureaucratic closed-door process, 
Pastor's CFR article recommended 
creating new North American 
institutions, including a North American 
Investment Fund of at least $20 billion a 
year "to connect central and southern 
Mexico to the United States with roads, 
ports, and communications." 

Sen. John Cornyn, R-Texas, 
dropped his support for Senate bill 3622 
in the 109th Congress when WND 
reported the North American Investment 
Fund proposed by the legislation would 
enact a key proposal Pastor has 

frequently made for advancing his North 
American Community agenda. 

In his CFR article, Pastor also 
called for the continuation of annual 
North American heads-of-state summits 
and the appointment in the next 

administration of a national adviser for 
North American affairs, who would chair 
a cabinet-level committee to formulate a 
comprehensive plan for North America. 

Pastor also encouraged 

creating a dozen university centers for 
North American studies "to educate a 
new generation of students to think 
North American." 

WND reported on the fourth 
annual North American Model 
Parliament held this year in Montreal, 
Canada, for 100 university students 
from the U.S., Canada and Mexico. 

The North American Model 
Parliament is sponsored by the North 
American Forum on Integration, on 
which Pastor serves as a board 
member. 

— Jerome Corsi, WorldNet Daily, July 
29, 2008 

* * * 
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In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the 
timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 





"There is no nation on earth 
powerful enough to accomplish our 
overthrow. Our destruction, should it 
come at all, will be from another quarter. 
From the inattention of the people to the 
concerns of their government, from their 
carelessness and negligence. I must 
confess that I do apprehend some 
danger. I fear that they may place too 
implicit a confidence in their public 
servants, and fail properly to scrutinize 
their conduct; that in this way they may 
be made the dupes of designing men, 
and become the instruments of their 
own undoing." - Daniel Webster 

Battling Elite Conceit 

By Wayne LaPierre 

Then there is the breeding 
ground of the global ruling class -the 
United Nations - where the pompous 
sheiks and kings, and autocrats, and 
sultans, and czars, and despots, and 
billionaire tyrants like George Soros are 
determined to dumb down American 
freedom to the global standard of no 
freedom. This club of global thugs says 
not only do individuals have no right of 
self-defense, the UN says any nation 
that condones gun rights is committing a 
human rights violation! 

So, the UN wants to force on 
the world what the District of Columbia 
forces on its citizens. You give up your 
guns, and hope government protects 
you. And here’s what this is really all 
about. If they can institutionalize all this 
at the UN, then they have permanent 
funding for a permanent campaign to 
establish a permanent system to disarm 
and subjugate citizens. And we all 
know where that leads. 

Wars kill soldiers. But 
governments kill civilians. Like the 
gassing of Kurds, the slaughter in 
Rwanda, the butchery in Libya, the 
killing fields of Cambodia, Uganda, Iraq 
and Iran. 

In the last century alone, 56 
million civilians were disarmed, rounded 
up and murdered by their own 
governments. It’s happening today with 
the half million dead and millions more 
dying in Burma, where the military 
regime has intercepted international aid 
to save the regime’s friends - and 
starve its enemies. That’s the end result 
of trusting the global ruling class to 
protect you. 

— From a speech to the 137 th 
Annual Meeting of the National Rifle 
Association, Louisville, Kentucky 

Jersey Ranks High on Worst 
Gun Laws List 

Perhaps more worrisome [than 
California’s law prohibiting, effective 


2010, the sale of semi-automatic 
handguns that don’t ‘‘micro-stamp’’ 
identifying information on the fired 
cartridge case] is a New Jersey law that 
could prohibit all current models of 
handguns at some unknown date in the 
future. Since 2002, NJ’s attorney 
general has had to report every six 
months on the availability of 

‘‘personalized’’ handguns. These are 
handguns that (in NJ’s wildest dreams) 
use ‘‘radio frequency tagging, touch 
memory, remote control, fingerprint, 
magnetic encoding’’ and other unproven 
gadgets to prevent firing by 

unauthorized users. If the AG ever 
reports that one manufacturer has 
delivered one “personalized" handgun to 
a dealer anywhere in the U.S., the 
report sets off a regulatory process that 
will result in a ban on the sale of all 
“non-personalized" handguns in the 
state three years later. Even if you 
already own a “non-personalized” 

handgun, you wouldn’t be able to 
transfer it in New Jersey. 

— America’s Freedom, August 2008 

* * * 

Litigation activities. Gregg C. Revell & 
N.J. Rifle and Pistol Clubs, Inc. Mr. 
Revell is a Utah resident with a Utah 
license to carry a pistol. He was 
transporting his firearm in compliance 
with the law when he arrived at the 
airport and declared the firearm as 
required by law. This was a case where 
the arrested man’s conduct was clearly 
not criminal under 18 U.S. Code 926A. 
Consequently, charges were dismissed, 
however his property has not been 
returned and he needlessly spent time 
in jail. In 2006 a civil rights action was 
filed under 42 USC 1983 in the U.S. 
District Court for the District of New 
Jersey. - NRA Civil Rights Defense 
Fund 2006 Annual Report 

The Islamization of the World 

Islam is not a religion, nor is it 
a cult. In its fullest form, it is a complete, 
total, 100% system of life. Islam has 
religious, legal, political, economic, 
social, and military components. The 
religious component is a beard and a 
disguise for all the other components. 

Islamization begins when there 
are sufficient Muslims in a country to 
agitate for their religious privileges. 
When politically correct, tolerant, and 
culturally diverse societies agree to 
Muslim demands for their religious 
privileges, some of the other 
components tend to creep in as well. 
Here's how it works. 

As long as the Muslim 
population remains under about 2% in 
any given country, they will for the most 


part be regarded as a peace-loving 
minority, and not as a threat to other 
citizens. This is the case at present in 
the United States (0.6% Muslim), 
Australia (1.5%) Canada (1.9%), China 
(1.8%), Italy (1.5%) and Norway (1.8%). 

At 2% to 5% of the population, 
Muslims begin to proselytize from other 
ethnic minorities and disaffected groups, 
often with major recruiting from jails and 
street gangs. This is happening in 
Denmark (2%), Germany (3.7%), the 
United Kingdom (2.7%), Spain (4%), 
Switzerland (4.3%) and Thailand (4.6%). 

From 5% on, Muslims exercise 
an inordinate influence in proportion to 
their percentage of the population. For 
example, they will push for the 
introduction of halal (clean by Islamic 
standards) food, thereby securing food 
preparation jobs for Muslims. They will 
increase pressure on supermarkets to 
feature halal on their shelves- along 
with threats for failure to comply. This is 
occurring in France (8%), the 
Philippines (5%), Sweden (5%), the 
Netherlands (5.5%) and Trinidad & 
Tobago (5.8%). 

At this point, they will work to 
get the ruling government to allow them 
to rule themselves (within their ghettos) 
under Sharia, the Islamic Law. The 
ultimate goal of Islamists is to establish 
Sharia law over the entire world. 

When Muslims approach 10% 
of the population, they tend to increase 
lawlessness as a means of complaint 
about their conditions. In Paris, we are 
already seeing car-burnings. Any non- 
Muslim action offends Islam, and results 
in uprisings and threats, such as in 
Amsterdam with opposition to 
Mohammed cartoons and films about 
Islam. Such tensions are seen daily, 
particularly in Muslim sections in 
Guyana (10%), India (13.4%), Israel 
(16%), Kenya (10%), and Russia 
(15%). 

After reaching 20%, nations 
can expect Muslim hair-trigger rioting, 
jihad, militia formations, sporadic 
killings, and the burnings of Christian 
churches and Jewish synagogues, such 
as in Ethiopia (32.8%). 

At 40%, nations experience 
widespread massacres, chronic terror 
attacks and ongoing militia warfare, 
such as in Bosnia (40%), Chad (53.1%), 
and Lebanon (59.7%). 

From 60%, nations experience 
unfettered persecution of non-believers 
of all other religions (including non- 
conforming Muslims), sporadic ethnic 
cleansing (genocide), use of Sharia Law 
as a weapon, and Jizya, the tax placed 
on infidels, such as in Albania (70%), 
Malaysia (60.4%), Qatar (77.5%) and 
Sudan (70%). 




After 80%, expect daily 
intimidation and violent jihad, some 
State-run ethnic cleansing, and even 
some genocide, as these nations drive 
out the infidels, and move toward 100% 
Muslim, such as has been experienced 
and in some ways is on-going in 
Bangladesh (83%), Egypt (90%), Gaza 
(98.7%), Indonesia (86.1%), Iran (98%), 
Iraq (97%), Jordan (92%), Morocco 
(98.7%), Pakistan (97%), Palestine 
(99%), Syria (90%), Tajikistan (90%), 
Turkey (99.8%) and the United Arab 
Emirates (96%). 

100% will usher in the peace of 
“Dar-es-Salaam” — the Islamic House of 
Peace, where there's supposed to be 
peace, because everybody is a Muslim, 
the Madrasses are the only schools, and 
the Koran is the only word, such as in 
Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia and 
Yemen. 

Unfortunately, peace is never 
achieved, as in these 100% states the 
most radical Muslims intimidate and 
spew hatred, and satisfy their bloodlust 
by killing less radical Muslims, for a 
variety of reasons. 

As Leon Uris wrote in his 
novel, The Haj, "Before I was nine I had 
learned the basic canon of Arab life. It 
was me against my brother; me and my 
brother against our father; my family 
against my cousins and the clan; the 
clan against the tribe; the tribe against 
the world, and all of us against the 
infidel.’’ 

It is important to understand 
that in some countries, with well under 
100% Muslim populations, such as 
France, the minority Muslim populations 
live in ghettos, within which they are 
100% Muslim, and within which they live 
by Sharia Law. The national police do 
not even enter these ghettos. There are 
no national courts nor schools nor non- 
Muslim religious facilities. In such 
situations, Muslims do not integrate into 
the community at large. The children 
attend madrasses. They learn only the 
Koran. To even associate with an infidel 
is a crime punishable with death. 
Therefore, in some areas of certain 
nations, Muslim Imams and extremists 
exercise more power than the national 
average would indicate. 

Today's 1.5 billion Muslims 
make up 22% of the world's population. 
But their birth rates dwarf the birth rates 
of Christians, Hindus, Buddhists, and 
Jews, and all other believers. Muslims 
will exceed 50% of the world's 
population by the end of this century. 
— Adapted from Dr. Peter Hammond's 
book Slavery, Terrorism and Islam: The 
Historical Roots and Contemporary 
Threat 


Heller’s Future to Be Decided 
in Lower Courts 

By Glenn H. Reynolds and Brannon P. 

Denning 

On June 26, 2008, the 

Supreme Court released its long- 
awaited opinion in District of Columbia 
v. Heller [that the right to keep and bear 
arms is an ‘‘individual right” not 
dependent on membership in a state 
militia]. Though much has been made of 
the majority's historic ruling and of the 
narrowness of that majority, many 
commentators have missed an 
important point. What Heller is most 
notable for is its complete and 
unanimous rejection of the "collective 
rights" interpretation of the Second 
Amendment right to keep and bear arms 
that for nearly seventy years held sway 
with pundits, academics, and—most 
significantly—lower courts. 

The Supreme Court’s 
repudiation of this extensive body of 
lower court case law suggests that the 
real test of Heller will occur in the lower 
courts, traditionally hostile to an 
individual rights interpretation of the 
Second Amendment. Experience with 
other seemingly groundbreaking 
Supreme Court decisions in recent 
years, such as United States v. Lopez, 
suggests that lower-court foot-dragging 
may limit Heller 1 s reach. 

If the lower courts present a 
challenge to the implementation of 
Heller, they also provide litigants with an 
opportunity. Given the fact that the 
Heller majority declined to give a 
detailed accounting of the proper 
standard of review to be used in 
subsequent Second Amendment cases, 
litigants have a rare opportunity to write 
on a tabula much more rasa than is 
ordinarily the case in constitutional 
litigation, making use of recent 
scholarship. It is unknown whether 
Heller is merely the opening volley in the 
coming judicialization of the gun control 
debate, or whether like the Court's 
attempt to rein in congressional power 
under the Commerce Clause in the 
Lopez decision, Heller will ultimately be 
seen as largely symbolic. 

It is impossible to review the 
Second Amendment jurisprudence from 
the federal courts of appeals (excepting 
only Parker v. District of Columbia, the 
lower-court version of Heller, and United 
States v. Emerson) without noting two 
things: a significant hostility toward 
individual rights arguments, and a 
surprisingly deep investment in their 
own case law, despite its rather tenuous 
anchor in the Supreme Court's 
decisions. This raises the question: what 
will they do when presented with gun- 


rights cases post -Heller 1 ? There is some 
reason to expect that the answer will be 
"not much." The last constitutional 
revolution led by the Supreme Court— 
via its Lopez and Morrison decisions 
limiting Congressional power— 
essentially petered out in the face of 
lower-court resistance. In light of 
Gonzales v. Raich, which upheld the 
application of federal drug control laws 
to local, noncommercial, medical 
marijuana, lower court reluctance to 
read Lopez and Morrison looked 
prescient. Will that happen again with 
the Second Amendment? 

In Lopez, the Supreme Court 
struck down the Gun Free School Zones 
Act as being in excess of Congress's 
enumerated power to regulate 
commerce among the several states. In 
the five years after Lopez, however, only 
one law—the civil suit provision 
eventually invalidated in Morrison —was 
struck down by a federal appellate court. 
Even after Morrison, when the Court not 
only reaffirmed Lopez but seemed to 
add, "and we mean it," courts were still 
reluctant to rigorously analyze federal 
statutes using the Lopez-Morrison 
framework. 

Will Heller suffer Lopez's fate, 
serving more as casebook fodder than 
as actual authority? On the surface, 
there are some analogies between the 
Commerce Clause and the Second 
Amendment that suggest that, like 
Lopez, Heller itself may end up as so 
much sound and fury, signifying 
nothing—or at least nothing much. 

-- 102 Nw. U. L. Rev. Colloquy 406 
(July 2008) 

The Supreme Court Sucker 
Punched Your Second 
Amendment Rights! 

The Supreme Court narrowly 
ruled 5-4 in the Heller v. District of 
Columbia case that the Second 
Amendment protects an individual right 
to own a handgun for self-defense in the 
home. A limited victory ... already turning 
into a disaster . 

A disaster? Here’s why. 

For example the Brady Center 
for the Prevention of Handgun Violence 
loves the vague Heller decision. In their 
opinion the lower courts will view the 
decision as a green light for every “gun 
control” law imaginable - except for an 
outright ban on handguns. 

This is because Heller still 
allows that your Second Amendment 
rights can be regulated, leaving the door 
wide open for “reasonable” controls. 
This loophole has already fueled rapidly 
accelerating proposals to: 




* Demand surrender of your most 
personal medical records before 
allowing you to own a firearm. 

* Restrict transportation and place of 
use. 

* Classify any firearm with a magazine 
as a “machine gun”. 

* Bans on virtually every military pattern 
firearm. 

The District of Columbia has 
already denied the right of Richard 
Heller, the man who appealed the D.C. 
gun ban to the Supreme Court, to 
register his pistol, based on the 
argument that because it accepts a 
bottom loading magazine, it’s a 
“machine gun”. The rest of newly 
proposed D.C. regulations are equally 
ridiculous and dangerous - openly 
subverting the spirit of the Heller 
decision. 

— Jews for the Preservation of Firearms 

Ownership 

* * * 

FBI Director Robert Mueller on 
Monday criticized the U.S. Supreme 
Court’s recent ruling that Americans 
have a right to own guns for self- 
defense and hunting, saying it may 
harm efforts to deter violent crime. - AP, 

July 1,2008 

* * * 

“While, to be sure, the Second 

Amendment refers to the utility of an 

armed population in preventing 
government tyranny, the Framers did 
not consider the right limited to that 
purpose. The Framers were will aware 
that in late-18 th century America a 
significant segment of the population 
depended upon private ownership of 
arms to provide food for their families 
and to defend themselves and their 
families from attack. Americans” 
personal right to possess such firearms 
for hunting or self-defense was part of 
the essence of the Framers’ view of 
themselves as a free and democratic 
people. Had Americans in 1787 been 
told that the federal government could 
ban the frontiersman in his log cabin, or 
the city merchant living above his store, 
from keeping firearms to provide for and 
protect himself and his family, it is hard 
to imagine that the Constitution would 
have been ratified.” - Excerpt from the 
Stephen Poss/National Rifle Association 
brief submitted to the Supreme Court in 
the Heller case. 

The Ant and the Grasshopper 

OLD VERSION: The ant works 
hard in the withering heat all summer 
long, building his house and laying up 
supplies for the winter. The grasshopper 
thinks the ant is a fool and laughs and 
dances and plays the summer away. 


Come winter, the ant is warm and well 
fed. The grasshopper has no food or 
shelter, so he dies out in the cold. 
MORAL OF THE STORY: Be 
responsible for yourself! 

MODERN VERSION: The Ant 
works hard in the withering heat all 
summer long, building his house and 
laying up supplies for the winter. The 
Grasshopper thinks the Ant is a fool and 
laughs and dances and plays the 
summer away. Come winter, the 
shivering Grasshopper calls a press 
conference and demands to know why 
the Ant should be allowed to be warm 
and well fed while others are cold and 
starving. CBS, NBC, PBS, CNN, and 
ABC show up to provide pictures of the 
shivering Grasshopper next to a video of 
the Ant in his comfortable home with a 
table filled with food. 

America is stunned by the 
sharp contrast. 

How can this be, that in a 
country of such wealth, this poor 
Grasshopper is allowed to suffer so? 
Kermit the Frog appears on Oprah with 
the Grasshopper, and everybody cries 
when they sing, “It's Not Easy Being 
Green.” Jesse Jackson stages a 
demonstration in front of the Ant's house 
where the news stations film the group 
singing “We shall overcome.” Jesse 
then has the group kneel down to pray 
to God for the Grasshopper. Nancy 
Pelosi & Harry Reid exclaim in an 
interview with Larry King that the Ant 
has gotten rich off the back of the 
Grasshopper, and both call for an 
immediate tax hike on the Ant to make 
him pay his fair share. 

Barak Obama cries for change. 

Finally, the EEOC drafts the 
Economic Equity & Anti-Grasshopper 
Act retroactive to the beginning of the 
summer. The Ant is fined for failing to 
hire a proportionate number of green 
bugs and, having nothing left to pay his 
retroactive taxes, his home is 
confiscated by the government. Hillary 
gets her old law firm to represent the 
Grasshopper in a defamation suit 
against the Ant, and the case is tried 
before a panel of federal judges that Bill 
Clinton appointed from a list of single¬ 
parent welfare recipients. The Ant loses 
the case. 

The story ends as we see the 
Grasshopper finishing up the last bits of 
the Ant's food while the government 
house he is in, which just happens to be 
the Ant's old house, crumbles around 
him because he doesn't maintain it. The 
Ant has disappeared in the snow. The 
Grasshopper is found dead in a drug 
related incident and the house, now 
abandoned, is taken over by a gang of 
spiders who terrorize the once peaceful 


neighborhood. 

MORAL OF THE STORY: Be careful 
how you vote in 2008. 

The Three Amigos 

By Chuck Baldwin 

Both Republican Party 
Presidential candidate John McCain and 
Democrat Party Presidential candidate 
Barack Obama recently spoke at the 
annual convention of the National 
Council of La Raza. I'm sure most 
readers understand that "La Raza" is 
Spanish for "The Race." 

As a comparison: can one 
imagine the maelstrom that would be 
created within the mainstream media if 
both major-party Presidential candidates 
appeared before a gathering of an all- 
white organization called "The Race"? 

As if having the two major- 
party Presidential candidates appear 
before La Raza isn't enough, the current 
occupant of the White House, George 
W. Bush, is also on record as supporting 
the goals of La Raza. Remember, it was 
George W. Bush, along with Senator 
John McCain, who did everything within 
their power to coerce both houses of 
Congress into passing a sweeping 
amnesty bill for illegal aliens. Only a 
unified and thunderous protest from 
millions of average Americans defeated 
their efforts. 

Columnist Michelle Malkin 
recently wrote a revealing article that 
warned the American people of things 
everyone should know about La Raza. 
Here are a few samples. 

La Raza supports driver's 
licenses for illegal aliens. La Raza 
demands in-state tuition discounts for 
illegal alien students that are not 
available to U.S. citizens and legal 
immigrants. La Raza opposes 
cooperative immigration enforcement 
between local, state and federal 
authorities. La Raza opposes a secure 
fence on the southern border. 

La Raza opposed the state of 
Oklahoma's tough immigration- 
enforcement-first laws, which cut off 
welfare to illegal aliens, put teeth in 
employer sanctions, and strengthened 
local-federal cooperation. La Raza 
joined other open-borders anti- 
assimilationists and sued to prevent 
Prop. 227, California's bilingual 
education reform ballot initiative, from 
becoming law. 

La Raza gives mainstream 
cover to a poisonous subset of 
ideological satellites, led by Movimiento 
Estudiantil Chicano de Aztlan, or 
MEChA. The late Rep. Charlie Norwood 
rightly characterized MEChA as "a 
radical racist group . . . one of the most 



anti-American groups in the country, 
which has permeated U.S. campuses 
since the 1960s, and continues its push 
to carve a racist nation out of the 
American West." 

La Raza sponsors militant 
ethnic nationalist charter schools 
subsidized by your public tax dollars (at 
least $8 million in federal grants). La 
Raza thrives on ethnic supremacy-and 
the elite's unwillingness to call it what it 
is. As historian Victor Davis Hanson 
observes: "[The] organization's very 
nomenclature 'The National Council of 
La Raza' is hate speech to the core. 
Despite all the contortions of the group, 
Raza (as its Latin cognate suggests) 
reflects the meaning of 'race' in Spanish, 
not 'the people'-and that's precisely why 
we don't hear of something like 'The 
National Council of the People,' which 
would not confer the buzz notion of 
ethnic, racial and tribal chauvinism." 
(Source: National Review Online) 

In spite of La Raza's obvious 
racist, anti-American agenda, both John 
McCain and Barack Obama were more 
than happy to prostitute themselves in 
front of this grubby group. And, as 
already noted, President Bush has 
repeatedly championed many of La 
Raza's goals and has rewarded La Raza 
with millions of federal tax dollars. 

Accordingly, President George 
W. Bush, and Senators John McCain 
and Barack Obama are not only three 
peas in a pod when it comes to illegal 
immigration: they are The Three 
Amigos. 

McCain and Obama do not 
believe in putting America first. They are 
globalists through and through. As I 
have often said, the real battle today is 
not between liberals and conservatives. 
Those labels are meaningless. It is not 
between Republicans and Democrats. 
Pat Buchanan was right when he said 
that the two major parties are merely 
"two wings of the same bird of prey." 

The real battle today is 
between Americans and globalists. 
Between those who believe in 
constitutional government, national 
sovereignty and independence, secure 
borders, and putting America first, and 
those who want to merge the United 


States into some kind of global New 
World Order. 

MORAL OF THE STORY: Be careful 
how you vote in 2008. 

The Tyranny of Good 
Intentions 

By Paul Craig Roberts and Lawrence M. 

Stratton 

Book Description. The wars 
we've waged against perceived social 
ills carry with them a hidden cost of 
harrowing proportions: the loss of 
personal liberties as old as the Magna 
Carta. In the fevered pursuit of drug 
dealers, S & L crooks, violent criminals, 
environmental polluters, Wall Street 
inside traders, and others, conservatives 
and liberals alike have trampled over 
constitutional protections. The result: 
innocent people caught up in a 
bureaucratic web that destroys lives and 
livelihoods; businesses shuttered 
because of victimless infractions; a 
justice system that values coerced pleas 
over the search for truth; and bullying 
police agencies empowered to 
confiscate property without due process. 
The Tyranny of Good Intentions is a 
sobering wake-up call for those who 
value liberty over political expediency. 

From Booklist Roberts and 
Stratton say the Constitution and its 
basis in the historic rights of Englishmen 
to be secure in person and property are 
not merely imperiled but substantially 
gutted. In the twentieth century, many 
personal and property rights have 
succumbed to governmental regulations 
and to ambitious, unscrupulous 
government attorneys. The authors cite 
cases to show how it became possible 
to be guilty of a crime though lacking 
criminal intent; to be liable for damages 
that were, when committed, not 
damages; to forfeit assets without cause 
or assurance of recovery; to be coerced 
to plead guilty; to avoid punishment by 
snitching on others; and to force private 
attorneys to divulge confidential client 
information. For the sake of fighting the 
war on drugs, cleaning up pollution, and 
other initially well-meant causes, 
Roberts and Stratton warn, the U.S. is 
becoming the image of its totalitarian 


former enemies in its prosecution of 
justice-or, rather, injustice. Top-drawer 
public affairs argumentation. Ray Olson 

"I went to law school to 
understand law's role in society, but was 
taught instead that government lawyers 
should run society from on high with 
little need to comply with time-honored 
rules designed to keep them honest and 
accountable to the society. Roberts and 
Stratton reveal the roots of the problem. 
How strange it is that I, a law professor, 
learned so much about the law from a 
book whose lead author is an 
economist." ~ David Schoenbrod, 
professor, New York Law School 

"The Tyranny of Good 
Intentions: How Prosecutors and 
Bureaucrats Are Trampling the 
Constitution in the Name of Justice is a 
bold defense of our fundamental 
freedoms. It demonstrates that 
government oppression is not a right-left 
issue, but rather a universal evil that 
should be resisted by all free people. It 
demonstrates why conservatives and 
liberals who despise tyranny must unite 
against statists of both the right and the 
left who falsely believe that partisan 
ends justify deprivations of liberty. . . . 
When rights are subordinated to 
government power, the first steps 
toward tyranny are taken." ~ Alan 
Dershowitz, author, The Genesis of 
Justice 

Tyranny of Good Intentions, 
New York, Three Rivers Press, 2008, 
264 pages, paperback $16.95 ($10.17 
from amazon.com) 

Ed. Have Roberts and Stratton 
been reading the N.J. Militia Newsletter, 
or what. 

* * * 

I am sure there was no man 
born marked of God above another, for 
none comes into the world with a 
saddle on his back, neither any booted 
and spurred to ride him. - Speech on 
the scaffold by Richard Rumbold before 
being executed, drawn and quartered 
for planning an insurrection against the 
tyrant Charles II (1685) 
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